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Abstract—The increasing impact of electric vehicles on dis-
tribution networks can be alleviated by smart charging—the
shifting of electric vehicle load to times when there is available
capacity in the network. This work presents a market mechanism
for smart charging that optimally allocates available charging
capacity in a way that ensures network stability, while at the
same time allowing vehicles to express individual preferences
regarding their charging rates. Those who want higher rates
can receive these, but must pay a higher price. The mechanism
takes into account network-specific constraints such as total net-
work load, voltage drop, and phase unbalance. However, since
vehicles have differing impacts on these constraints, this leads to
unequal access to the available resources (i.e., charging capacity),
resulting in an unfair market. An additional constraint can be
introduced to level the playing field for all users, but it leads to
a reduction in aggregate performance. The mechanism is shown
to be efficient and strategy-proof, so users cannot gain an unfair
advantage by misrepresenting their preferences. A series of sim-
ulations demonstrate the mechanism’s behavior and properties.
The results open the door to multi-tiered user plans by demand
response aggregators.

Index Terms—Market mechanism, electric vehicles, demand
response, network constraints, individual preferences.

I. INTRODUCTION

ELECTRIFIED transport is being increasingly promoted
around the world, and almost all major manufacturers

have now released fully electric or plug-in hybrid electric
vehicles for mainstream markets. The benefits of electric
vehicles (EVs) are well understood (zero tailpipe emissions,
suitability for use of renewable energy), but so too are the
challenges of integrating them into electricity networks. An
increasing body of research is now dedicated to examining the
impacts of electric vehicles on distribution networks, and to
finding ways to alleviate these impacts. This requires a strong
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understanding of the underlying network constraints, but it is
important too to understand user behaviors and preferences.
This paper aims to bridge the gap between these two domains
by proposing a market mechanism for electric vehicle charg-
ing that not only respects the underlying network constraints,
but also makes it possible for different user preferences to be
incorporated in a way that is fair, efficient, and immune to
cheating.

EVs have significant energy requirements and increasing
uptake can lead to a number of undesirable consequences, such
as thermal overload of network components, low voltages at
sensitive locations of the network, and increased phase unbal-
ance [1]–[4]. For public charging stations, careful siting and
sizing of charge stations can help alleviate these impacts [5].
For home charging (in residential networks) early uptake is
expected to be clustered in accordance with e.g., geogra-
phy and demographics, with some neighborhoods experiencing
much greater uptake than others [6]; nevertheless the location
and amount of expected vehicle charging is difficult to predict
and to plan for. A more feasible approach is to alleviate poten-
tial negative impacts of EV charging by scheduling charging
at times when there is available capacity in the network, such
as overnight. Methods achieving such load shifting are often
classified as being either centralized or distributed.

So-called “centralized” methods aim to solve this problem
by communicating relevant information to a central entity who
then allocates available capacity as required. The optimization
objective can vary. One way to achieve this is to minimize
losses within the network [7], and the relationships between
losses, load factor, and load variance are further explored using
three different optimal charging schemes in [8]. Another way
is to maximize the allocation of available charging capac-
ity [2], [9]. A further advantage of centralized charge control
is the possibility of using electric vehicle charging for reactive
power compensation [10].

So-called “distributed” methods typically aim to solve
this problem by allowing each vehicle (or charging unit) to
make its own charging decisions. One increasingly common
approach is to use local voltage measurements to estimate
existing network loading levels [11], [12]. Other approaches
include the use of game theory [13], sliding mode control [14],
or via adaptive methods used also in communications [15].

However, a key factor in load shifting for EVs that is
often overlooked – both in centralized and in distributed
approaches – is the end user’s preference. An owner may have
changing requirements, and some owners will be willing to
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pay more for higher levels of service than others. Demand
response aggregators may want to offer their customers multi-
tiered plans (e.g., where high-paying customers have priority
access to available charging capacity). Therefore an existing
research gap is to address this issue: how can individual user
preferences be incorporated in a way that accurately addresses
individual user requirements, while still ensuring that general
vehicle charging demands are met as well as possible for all
users? How can this be done in a way that is fair, and does
not allow a given user to cheat or otherwise manipulate the
system?

Such questions apply to a variety of controllable loads, and
the literature on demand response is extensive [16], [17]. When
different user preferences are introduced, the problem typically
becomes one of limited access to a shared resource by mul-
tiple users, and as a result market models are often applied
(see [18] and [19]). The design of such models has led sev-
eral authors to explore the application of mechanism design
to demand response.

Samadi et al. propose a Vickrey-Clarke-Groves (VCG)
based mechanism for demand side management: each user
expresses a desire for scheduling of shiftable loads via a utility
function, and the resulting mechanism maximizes the “social
welfare”, defined as the aggregate utility of all users minus the
total energy cost [20]. In a related approach, Cao et al. use
a back-and-forth approach between the utility and customers,
where customers bid for their share of available power based
on their needs and pay a price that reflects their share [21].
Gerding et al. and Robu et al. have applied mechanism
design specifically to EVs: in their approach, users bid for
power across time windows in which a vehicle is available
for charging, and the mechanism allocates units of electric-
ity according to communicated preferences in a manner that
ensures truthfulness is preserved [22], [23].

However, most existing work does not address a key aspect
of demand response: the constraints at the distribution level.
Problems such as overload, under-voltage and phase unbal-
ance impose limitations on what is possible in low voltage
networks. As this paper shows, even the apparently simple
task of ensuring a level playing field for all users turns out to
be non-trivial.

In this work, we extend existing mechanism design based
approaches to demand response by explicitly taking the under-
lying network constraints at the distribution level into account.
While the mechanism we propose falls into the class of Groves
mechanisms, which VCG also belongs to [20], one of the
key differences to our approach is that the available resources
(in our case charging capacity) are allocated in such a way that
voltage and current levels are kept within desirable levels at
all points in the distribution network. Instead of assuming that
the “market operator” inherently knows what levels of charg-
ing are safe, we explicitly integrate the network constraints
into the mechanism itself.

The mechanism proposed in this paper is further shown to
be efficient and strategy-proof, and maximizes total welfare
while ensuring that all bids are honest. Simulation results using
a model of a real network show how this mechanism could be
effectively implemented on a real system, which also opens

the door to a multitude of indirect mechanism alternatives and
multi-tiered user plans by demand response aggregators.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: Section II
summarizes an optimal charge allocation scheme that the
rest of this paper builds on; Section III extends this scheme
to additionally take individual user preferences into account
via a market mechanism. Section IV describes why net-
work constraints can lead to unfair market access. Section V
presents simulation outcomes, while Section VI provides some
discussion and Section VII concludes the paper.

II. OPTIMAL CHARGING

The market mechanism for EV charging developed in this
paper builds on a previously developed optimal charge allo-
cation scheme [9] – due to space limitations, only a brief
overview is presented here.

A. Problem Description and Notation

The goal is to charge all EVs in a radial distribution network
served by one transformer. It is assumed that EVs’ charging
rates may be assigned within a continuous range by a central
controller which knows the network topology and has access
to key network parameters such as line and transformer limi-
tations (as was recently demonstrated in a trial [24]). The rates
are chosen not just for the present point in time, but for a series
of discrete time intervals in a finite future window. However,
the full set of charging rates for the shifting horizon is recal-
culated at discrete intervals, thus taking into account changes
in underlying conditions (such as fluctuations in household
demand or vehicle arrival/departure).

To simplify the problem and for scaleability, a
DC-equivalent of the distribution network is assumed
when determining key network constraints. This is a common
assumption when the network is mainly resistive, which is
true for most distribution networks. This linear approximation
is further explored and justified in [9] and allows us to
express charge allocation as a linear program.

Let H be the set of houses served by a single trans-
former in the network. Of these, a subset K ⊂ H have
EVs that are presently connected and need to be charged
(K in total). Charging rates are chosen over the discretized
charging horizon T having T intervals. The current at an indi-
vidual household h at time t is denoted by xh,t (current due to
household load) and xk,t (current due to vehicle load). Total
current at household h at time t is:

xtot
h,t = xh,t + xk,t

The network is modeled as a three-phase wye-connected
system with individual households connecting single phase to
neutral. The total current on a given phase is the sum of all
currents at any points of connection on that phase:

xφ,t =
∑

h∈φ

xtot
h,t, φ ∈ {φ1, φ2, φ3}

The level of charge of the batteries is expressed in terms of
stored charge (Ah). The stored charge of the battery of the kth
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vehicle has an initial level of sk(0). The future stored charge
of a battery is estimated by:

sk(t) = sk(t − 1) + λ xk,t �t, (1)

where xk,t is current supplied to the vehicle, �t is the size
of the discretized time interval and λ is an efficiency factor
(we use 0.9) that takes into account energy lost due to AC/DC
conversion and cooling.

B. Decision Variables and Objective

Control of vehicle charging rates can be expressed in terms
of maximum allowed current, as for example in the J1772
standard [25]. The decision variables are therefore the cur-
rents supplied to all charging vehicles over all intervals in the
charging horizon, which may be denoted by the matrix x̄ hav-
ing dimension K × T . x̄ can be rewritten as a vector x using
its column vectors for notational convenience.

When user preferences are not taken into account, the objec-
tive is simply to allocate as much current to the vehicles as
possible:

max
x

T∑

t=0

K∑

k=1

xk,t (2)

Note that we make a distinction between the current allocated
to each vehicle as a result of this optimization, and the actual
current drawn by each vehicle’s battery charging control sys-
tem. The charging control system may choose not to draw the
full amount of current it is allocated due to battery-dependent
constraints involving state-of-charge, state-of-health, temper-
ature, efficiency of charging at varying rates, etc. This is a
complex control decision in its own right and we do not pur-
sue it in detail here, but focus instead on the maximum current
that can be made available in the first place.

C. Constraints

The full set of system constraints may be written in the
standard format Ax ≤ b, where the matrix A and the vector b
result from the grid conditions. Again the reader is referred
to [9] for full details. The constraints include the following:

1) Thermal Limits: Network components have nominal
ratings that should not be exceeded. For the transformer:

VTx xφ,t ≤ 1

3
Pmax

Tx × 130%, φ ∈ {φ1, φ2, φ3}
where VTx is the phase-to-neutral voltage at transformer and
Pmax

Tx is the transformer’s nominal power rating (in other words,
maximum power is capped on each phase and a 30% excess is
allowed, in line with typical operating philosophy). Similarly,
there are current ratings for each phase of the backbone and
for each service line:

xφ,t ≤ xmax
φ , φ ∈ {φ1, φ2, φ3}

xtot
k,t ≤ xmax

k , ∀k ∈ K

where xmax
k is the current rating of service line k.

2) Voltage Drop: Line impedance can lead to voltage
at houses far from the transformer dropping below mini-
mum required levels. As we have previously shown in [9],

Fig. 1. Outline of the EV charging direct mechanism.

for networks that are mainly resistive (as is often the case at
the distribution level, where power factor is usually high), it is
possible to express the voltage at each house as a linear expres-
sion of the currents drawn by all other houses in the network.
This linearization is an approximation to the true voltage at
each house, but when power factor is high it turns out to be
a sufficiently accurate representation. In our previous study,
household voltages approximated in this way were shown to
vary from true household voltage by 1% on average [9].

Voltage drop can therefore be expressed as an individual
constraint for each house as

VTx −
∑[

Vdrop
a,b

]

h,t
> Vmin

where [Vdrop
a,b ]h,t are all piecewise voltage drops from the dis-

tribution transformer to house h at time t, and Vmin is the
minimum allowed voltage.

3) Phase Unbalance: An unbalanced system can have neg-
ative effects on electrical equipment and leads to higher current
in the neutral, which in turn leads to increased losses. This is
prevented using:

∣∣∣xφ,t − 1
3

∑
φ xφ,t

∣∣∣
1
3

∑
φ xφ,t

< p, φ ∈ {φ1, φ2, φ3}

where p is the maximum allowed percentage unbalance.

III. MECHANISM DESIGN FRAMEWORK

In this section the optimal charge allocation method
described in Section II is extended to take into account individ-
ual user preferences using a market mechanism. An outline of
the mechanism is presented in Fig. 1; each of the components
of this mechanism are described in the following subsections.

A. Charging System, Players, Utilities, Preferences

The mechanism specifies the interactions between the EV
charging system and the charging vehicles. The “EV Charging
System” would be run by any entity that aims to manage
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demand in a way that is safe for the network – this could
be the distribution network operator, an owner of a commu-
nity grid or microgrid, or a third party that wants to avoid
negative network impacts.

We define as the “player” any agent that is making decisions
regarding the charging of an electric vehicle. This might be
the vehicle itself, the vehicle’s charging system, the vehicle
owner, or a third party such as a demand response aggregator.

Each player aims to maximize the level of charge of their
battery. However, it is natural to expect that players have dif-
ferent preferences regarding how urgently they wish to charge
their vehicle. This concept is formalized by extending (1) and
associating each player k with an individual utility:

Uk(xk,t) := αksk(T) = αk

(
sk(0) + λ

T∑

t=0

xk,t�t

)
, (3)

where the player-specific parameter αk ∈ R
+ reflects the

charging preference. This utility function quantifies the extent
to which players value a final state of charge or are “willing to
pay” for it. Representing the player preferences using a real
variable captures the most general case. In practice players
may be restricted to quantized values corresponding to e.g.,
tiered plans offered by demand aggregators.

There are a number of ways that such a utility function
might be chosen, and it could be dependent on factors such as
state of charge, desired departure time, remaining budget, etc.
In addition, players might want to adjust their preferences over
time in response to changes in the system state. For the pur-
poses of this paper, however, the formulation in (3) is chosen
for its computational and conceptual simplicity.

Consider a system that controls the vehicle charging pro-
cess centrally by adjusting the charging currents x. Following
the objective and constraints described in Section II, the
global optimization problem that aims to maximize the aggre-
gate utility of all players (also referred to as social welfare
maximization [26]) is:

max
x

T∑

t=0

K∑

k=1

αkxk,t , s.t. Ax ≤ b (4)

Note that the system constraints described in Section II impose
an upper bound on the charging rates x. Hence, EV charging is
a resource allocation problem where multiple decision makers
with varying preferences share a limited resource (the current
flowing to the batteries).

The optimization problem (4) has been addressed in [9] for
the case when the real preferences of the players, as captured
by αk, are known and equal. However, the preferences are pri-
vate information and may not be known by the system solving
the global optimization problem and deciding on current allo-
cations. Furthermore, there is a risk that players may attempt
to cheat the system by misrepresenting their preferences such
that the solution of (4) leads to an unfairly high charging rate
for cheating players at the expense of honest ones.

A possible way of addressing this problem is adopting a
classical market-based approach, where participants pay for
the charging current (limited resource) according to their pref-
erences. While some users may be ready to pay a large amount

for faster battery charging (higher current) others may not
value it as much. In a quasi-linear setting, money (or an equiv-
alent measure such as internal system credits) acts as a metric
which quantifies the participants’ utilities or their willingness
to pay.

B. Bids, Pricing Function, Allocation

We introduce the following notation, which will be used
throughout the following sections. The elements of the vector
α := [α1, . . . , αK] in conjunction with the individual utility
functions (3) represent the player preferences in the system at
a given time, and are called “types” in the mechanism design
literature [26]. αk refers to the kth element of vector α, while
α−k refers to all elements of α except the kth (in line with
standard notation from the game theory community). We also
make a distinction between the “claimed” type, α̂k, and the
“real” type, αk.

We focus here on direct mechanisms without loss of
any generality due to the relevation principle in mechanism
design [26]. In a direct mechanism, the participants play a
game where they bid by communicating their claimed types,
α̂k, to the system. Ideally, the communicated types should
match the real ones, α̂k = αk ∀k. However, since some play-
ers may try to cheat for their own benefit, the participants’
desire for charging their vehicles is balanced by a counteract-
ing pricing function Pk(α̂). The pricing function communicates
to participants the system constraints and overall demand; it
is an important part of the mechanism and is carefully chosen
later to ensure several key properties for the mechanism. For
convenience of notation, let

x∗ = arg max
x, Ax≤ b

T∑

t=0

K∑

k=1

αkxk,t

In other words, x∗ is the vector of charging rates that optimally
solves the global optimization problem in (4).

It should be emphasized here that since the global optimiza-
tion problem takes network constraints into account (as spec-
ified in Section II-C) the vector x∗ contains a set of charging
rates over the horizon for each vehicle that already ensure that
no network constraints will be violated.

We now define the allocation function:

Qk(α̂) = sk(0) +
T∑

t=0

(
x∗ �t

) ∀k, (5)

which corresponds to the optimal final states of charge sk(T)

for each player k given the preference vector α. Given such an
allocation function, each player k then aims to minimize their
own cost Jk, defined as the difference between the pricing and
utility functions:

Jk(α̂) = Pk(α̂) − αkQk(α̂) (6)

Note that the actual individual player utility is a function of
the real preference αk whereas both the pricing and allocation
functions calculated by the system have to rely on the claimed
preference vector α̂.

The described interaction between the system and the
players can be analyzed as a noncooperative game.
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Definition 1 (EV Charging Game): The EV charging game
G = {K, α̂k ∈ R

+, Jk} is defined by the set of players K
(representing EVs), their communicated preferences α̂k ∈
R

+ ∀k, and cost functions Jk ∀k defined in (6).
The Nash equilibrium (NE) is a widely-accepted and useful

solution concept in strategic games. At the NE, no player has
an incentive to deviate from it while others play according
to their NE strategies. The NE α̂∗ of the game G is formally
defined as

α̂∗
k := arg min

α̂k

Jk
(
α̂k, α̂

∗−k

)
,

where α̂∗−k = [α̂∗
1 , . . . , α̂∗

k−1, α̂
∗
k+1, . . . , α̂

∗
K]. The NE is at the

same time the intersection point of players’ best responses
which can be obtained by solving (6) individually.

Proposition 1: If the player cost functions Jk, k ∈ K
defined in (6) are quasi-convex in their arguments, then the
EV charging game G = {K, α̂k ∈ R

+, Jk} admits a Nash
equilibrium solution, α̂∗.

Proof: In the K-player strategic (noncooperative) static
game G = {K, α̂k ∈ R

+, Jk} the strategy space X ∈ [R+]k

is convex, compact, and non-empty. The player cost func-
tions Jk, k ∈ K defined in (6) are continuous on X and
quasi-convex in their arguments α̂k. Thus, from Theorem 12.3
in [27], the game G admits a Nash equilibrium solution, α̂∗,
in pure strategies.

A stronger equilibrium concept is the Dominant Strategy
Equilibrium (DSE), which is defined as

α̂D
k := arg min

α̂k

Jk(α̂k, α̂−k), ∀α̂−k ∀k,

i.e., the players choose the dominant strategy regardless of the
actions of others.

The following definitions describe various properties of a
mechanism and its corresponding game counterpart:

Definition 2 (Efficiency): A mechanism is said to be effi-
cient if its outcome, i.e., the NE or DSE of the corresponding
strategic game, x∗, satisfies a given global objective such as
the one in (4).

Definition 3 (Strategy-proof): A mechanism is said to be
strategy-proof, if and only if, the corresponding game admits
a DSE that reveals the true user types (preferences).

Definition 4 (Revelation): In a strategy-proof mechanism,
each rational user acts according to its own true utility or
reveals its own true type regardless of the actions of others,
i.e., does not try to mislead the designer.

C. Direct EV Charging Mechanism

A direct mechanism is presented now where players bid
their preferences, α̂, to the system to receive an alloca-
tion of Qk(α̂) at the end of their declared charging periods
and accordingly pay Pk(α̂). Devising an incentive-compatible
direct mechanism first is appropriate since the well-known
revelation principle states that if no such mechanism exists
for this case then it is not possible to develop any indirect
mechanism [26].

The allocation function (5) ensures that the intended direct
mechanism is efficient. By carefully choosing the pric-
ing function, Pk(α̂), the mechanism is ensured to be strategy-
proof. Thus, the following direct EV Charging Mechanism,
MEV , is obtained.

Theorem 1: The direct EV Charging mechanism

MEV =< K, Uk, Ûk, Qk(α̂), Pk(α̂) >,

defined by
1) the set of players K acting on behalf of the EVs, and the

vector α representing their true utilities Uk = αksk(T),
2) the player bids α̂k ∀k ∈ K, which reflect their claimed

utilities, Ûk = α̂ksk(T).
3) the allocation function Qk(α̂) defined in (5),
4) the marginal pricing function

∂Pk(α̂)

∂α̂k
= α̂k

∂Qk(α̂)

∂α̂k
(7)

and the pricing function (which directly follows)

Pk(α̂) = α̂kQk(α̂) −
∫ α̂k

0
Qk(ϕ, α̂−k)dϕ. (8)

is both efficient and strategy-proof.
Outline of the Proof: We first show that ∂Qk(α̂)/∂α̂k > 0

by contradiction. Assume otherwise. Then, a player can choose
a smaller α̂ without decreasing its allocation which gives
that player a lower weight in the global optimization prob-
lem (4). This contradicts the fact that players with lower
weights receive less allocation.

The derivative of (6) with respect to α̂k yields

∂Jk(α̂)

∂α̂k
= ∂Pk(α̂)

∂α̂k
− ∂

(
αkQk(α̂)

)

∂α̂k

Using (7), this becomes

∂Jk(α̂)

∂α̂k
= α̂k

∂Qk(α̂)

∂α̂k
−

(
αk

∂Qk(α̂)

∂α̂k
+ ∂αk

∂α̂k
Qk(α̂)

)

And therefore,

∂Jk(α̂)

∂α̂k
= (α̂k − αk)

∂Qk(α̂)

∂α̂k
.

Since ∂Qk(α̂)/∂α̂k > 0,

∂Jk(α̂)

∂α̂k
(α̂k − αk) = (

α̂k − αk
)2 ∂Qk(α̂)

∂α̂k
≥ 0,

with equality at α̂k = αk. Given the fact that the derivative
term is monotonic on either side of αk, Jk(α̂) achieves a global
minimum at αk.

As this holds for all players, α̂ = α is the DSE of the EV
charging game G in Definition 1 and the mechanism is strat-
egy proof. Furthermore, the allocation Qk(α̂) in (5) solves the
global optimization problem (4) with true player preferences.
Hence, the mechanism is efficient.

Note that the mechanism MEV , being both efficient and
strategy-proof, belongs to the class of Groves Mechanisms
which includes the famous Vickrey-Clarke-Groves (VCG)
mechanism [26]. The developed mechanism specifically dif-
fers from VCG in its pricing function (payment rule) as well
as in explicitly taking into account the distribution network
constraints.
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Fig. 2. Diagram of a real network. Voltages at houses 28, 29, and 30 (as outlined) are explored in Table I.

D. Implementation, Convergence, Communication

The actual implementation of the direct mechanism
described in Section III-C proceeds as follows: in each inter-
val, all players submit their bids α̂k to the system. The system
collects these bids and solves the optimization problem in (4),
which provides the charging schedules x∗. The system calcu-
lates final states of charge Qk (5) and the prices Pk (8) and
passes these on to the EVs, and allocates charging according to
the calculated schedule. In the next iteration, EVs can update
their bids based on their preferences, and the mechanism is
repeated.

The number and frequency of these iterations depends on
two separate time scales.

Over the longer term, the full charging schedule resulting
from this mechanism clearly needs to be recalculated at regular
intervals, to take into account changing conditions such as
vehicle arrival and departure, as well as changes in underlying
household demand. Such recalculation can be conducted in an
event-based manner (e.g., every time a vehicle arrives) or in
a time-based manner (e.g., every 15 minutes).

Over the shorter term, this iterative process could provide an
opportunity for players to adjust their preferences in response
to the allocation they receive. In other words, every time a
full charging schedule is calculated, there could be multi-
ple passes of back-and-forth communication between the EV
Charging System (the central coordinating entity) and the play-
ers. Individual players could “bid in” at a low preference, but
increase this preference in response to a less-than-desirable
allocation (or to achieve a target charge level), for exam-
ple. There are many ways such a repetitive auction could
be implemented, and we leave this as future work. In the
simulation results presented in this paper we consider only
a single iteration each time the full charging schedule is
calculated.

The communication requirements for this method involve
the transfer of k values (players to system) and |Qk| +
|Pk| = 2k values (system to players) for each iteration. For
a repeated auction scenario the communication requirements
could therefore grow quickly and require robust commu-
nication infrastructure. For the single auction method pre-
sented in this paper, however, the communication requirements
are not that extensive and could be implemented using a
range of standard methods such as smart meters or mobile
messaging.

TABLE I
VOLTAGES AT HOUSES 28, 29, AND 30 IN THE

NETWORK SHOWN IN FIG. 2

IV. CREATING A FAIR MARKET

A key consideration when introducing user preferences is
the notion of fair market access – i.e., the concept that all
market participants should have an equal opportunity to par-
ticipate in the market, without any individual having an unfair
advantage from the outset. When that market is based on EV
charging and network constraints are taken into account, there
is a risk that access to the available resources that the mar-
ket is based on (in this case charging capacity) is unfairly
distributed.

In unbalanced three-phase networks, the specific locations
of loads will define the extent of their impact on system sta-
bility. Different phase loading levels can lead to neutral point
shift and current in the neutral line. These differences can have
an impact on charging rates when optimizing for the system
as a whole as in (4). Vehicles having less of a negative impact
on the network will be charged faster than vehicles having
more of a negative impact (as also described in [2], where a
modified objective is introduced to increase fairness).

To demonstrate these effects, an example is provided in
Figure 2. This diagram presents a model of a real network
in Melbourne, Australia in which all phase connections and
line specifications are true to the real network. The houses are
allocated to phases A:B:C at a ratio of 48:28:37. When every
house is assigned a load of 2.2kW at power factor 0.9, the
voltages at the houses labeled 28, 29, and 30 are as shown in
the first row of Table I. As can be seen, despite their equiv-
alent distances to the transformer, unbalance in the network
leads to significant voltage differences across the phases.

When an electric vehicle (3.45kW at power factor 1.0) is
added to house 30, the voltages are as shown in the second
row. With local distribution code requiring a minimum voltage
of 216V, this house would have a voltage below minimum
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required levels. However, when an electric vehicle is added
instead to house 28, the voltages are as shown in the third
row, and all voltages remain within required limits. Similar
differences can be demonstrated when comparing vehicles on
the same phase, but at different distances to the transformer.
The objective in (4) can therefore introduce significant bias
into the way that vehicle charging is allocated.

This problem is compounded by an additional effect. The
bottom row in Table I shows the voltages when electric vehi-
cles are added to both houses 28 and 30. Despite the increased
total load on the network, the voltage at house 30 is once
again within acceptable limits. The additional load at house
28 on phase C rebalances the network, and thereby reduces
voltage drop on the most heavily loaded phase A, enabling
additional charging capacity. This example therefore illustrates
an important point: couplings between individual users in a
three-phase distribution network play an important role and
cannot be ignored.

If both user preferences and network constraints are there-
fore to be taken into account at the same time, a level playing
field must be created that allows all users equal access to
the available resources. Two players submitting the same bid
should each be allocated the same charging current. This
can be achieved by introducing an additional set of “fairness
constraints”:

T∑

t=0

xi,t = α̂i

α̂j

T∑

t=0

xj,t ∀i, j ∈ K, i 	= j (9)

Using the above constraints, players’ allocations will pro-
portionally reflect their bids. In an alternative formula-
tion, it would be possible to adjust this proportionality as
desired, depending on what levels and types of fairness are
required – this is discussed in more detail in Section VI.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

A. Simulator, Model, Data, Preferences

To demonstrate the mechanism proposed in this paper we
conducted a series of simulations using our simulation envi-
ronment,1 as previously described in [9]. This consists of a
C++ wrapper that uses MATLAB SimPowerSystems for model
building and load flow analyses.

The network model used throughout these simulations is
the same one previously shown in Fig. 2. As already spec-
ified in Section IV, this model is based on a real network
in Melbourne, Australia in which all phase connections and
line specifications are true to the real network. For each back-
bone and for each service line the real segment length and
impedance per unit length values, as provided by the network
operator, were used.

Household demand is simulated using data measured at
the distribution transformer of this network. Each house is
assigned the same average demand profile. This is not a fully
realistic way to simulate household demand, but it provides
a common base across all households that makes it easier to
assess the relative impacts of the electric vehicles.

1POSSIM: POwer Systems SIMulator, available at http://www.possim.org

TABLE II
VEHICLES AND PREFERENCE ASSIGNMENT

Vehicles are assigned to the houses as shown in the left
columns of Table II. In total there are 23 vehicles, for an
uptake of 20%, distributed across the phases at a ratio of 10:6:7
(reflecting roughly the same ratio of houses to phases). All
vehicles are simulated to arrive at home at 6pm with a state
of charge of 20%. Again, this is not a realistic scenario, but it
is used to enable a clear demonstration of the different behav-
iors of different algorithms compared in this section. There
is no reason the market mechanism proposed in this paper
could not be applied to scenarios where houses have vastly
different demand profiles and vehicles arrive and depart at
different times (with different states of charge); we only use
these simplified scenarios here for easier demonstration of the
mechanism’s properties.

All simulations use fully complex, three-phase, unbal-
anced load flow analyses, as conducted in MATLAB
SimPowerSystems, to determine total network load, as well as
voltages and currents at all houses and throughout the system.

B. Uncontrolled Charging

For purposes of comparison, the first set of results present
the Uncontrolled case. In this scenario, vehicles are charged
at their maximum rates until a full state of charge is reached.
There is no effort to respect network constraints and no indi-
vidual preferences are taken into account. The results are
presented in Fig. 3. All vehicles charge at the maximum pos-
sible rate of 3.45kW (Fig. 3a). This leads to overload of the
transformer (Fig. 3b) and voltage drops below the minimum
threshold at several houses. In other words, under uncontrolled
charging this network would not be able to sustain an electric
vehicle uptake of 20%.

C. Market-Based Charging

The next sets of results demonstrate the Market-Based
Charging arising from the direct mechanism detailed in
Section III with the objective (4).

When all players have the same preference and fairness is
not enforced, the results are as shown in Fig. 4. Different vehi-
cles are allocated different rates of charge, resulting from their
differing impacts on the network as a result of their respec-
tive locations (Fig. 4a). All vehicles are charged by 5am, and
total demand (Fig. 4b) as well as voltages at all houses remain
within required limits due to the network constraints. In other
words, with market-based charging this network would be able
to sustain an electric vehicle uptake of 20%, and all vehicles
would be charged in time.

When players are randomly assigned one of three differ-
ent preferences (as per Table II), the results are as shown in
Fig. 5. Some vehicles are now preferred over others, due to
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Fig. 3. Uncontrolled charging.

Fig. 4. Market-based charging with network constraints, preferences equal, no fairness constraints.

Fig. 5. Market-based charging with network constraints, preferences different, no fairness constraints.

Fig. 6. Market-based charging with network constraints, preferences different, with fairness constraints.

their higher preferences, but the different charging rates do
not accurately reflect players’ relative preferences since some
vehicles remain highly favored over others as a result of their
locations in the network (Fig. 5a). Network constraints con-
tinue to be respected and total demand stays within required
limits (Fig. 5b).

When in addition the fairness constraints (as detailed in
Section IV) are introduced, the results are as presented in
Fig. 6. The vehicles are clearly grouped into three separate
levels of charging, as defined by their preferences (Fig. 6a).
Total demand (Fig. 6b) and voltages remain within required
limits. Vehicles having the same preference receive the same
levels of charge.

However, vehicles having the lowest preference are not fully
charged until 8am. The cost of “leveling the playing field”
is therefore shown to be significant: while individual users’
preferences relative to one another are respected in this mech-
anism, the total system throughput is significantly reduced.
In fact, the best charging profile in the fairness-constrained
market-based method is only slightly better than the worst
charging profile when fairness is ignored. This is emphasized
in Fig. 7, which clearly shows the reduction in total energy
supplied to the vehicles when a level playing field is enforced.

The prices paid by users in the market-based method are
shown in Fig. 8. As can be seen, three distinct levels of prices
emerge that reflect the three different preference levels adopted
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Fig. 7. Impact of fairness constraints.

Fig. 8. Three tiers of prices paid by users in the market-based charging
method.

Fig. 9. Demonstrating that the mechanism is strategy-proof.

by the vehicles. When the vehicles having the highest prefer-
ence are fully charged, only two pricing levels remain. When
the vehicles having the middle preference are fully charged
only a single price level remains.

D. Demonstrating the mechanism’s properties

It follows naturally that the mechanism is efficient (as per
Definition 2), since the outcome for each game is exactly the
solution to the global objective in (4). In the next set of results
it is demonstrated that the mechanism is also strategy-proof.

To demonstrate this, a wide range of possible values for
α̂96 were examined. In other words, would it be possible for
vehicle 96, having a true α96 = 2 to benefit by representing
its α̂96 as having a different value? The results for one point
in time (11pm) are shown in Fig. 9. The x-axis present the
range of claimed preferences, with the curve showing the true
cost J96(α̂). It can be seen that there is a minimum at α̂ = 2,
which is indeed the true preference α96. Therefore the best
strategy for vehicle 96 is to bid its true type.

VI. DISCUSSION

The simulation results in Section V confirm the impor-
tance of considering network constraints when developing
market-based methods for demand response. Due to geo-
graphic location and underlying network characteristics, some
market players are likely to have significantly greater access
to the available resources from the outset than others. The
fairness constraints proposed in Section IV help towards alle-
viating this imbalance by enforcing access to the market that
is proportional to players’ preferences.

However, there are obvious drawbacks to such an approach.
As illustrated in Figure 7, enforcing fairness leads to a sig-
nificant reduction in total system throughput. In any such
systems, there are inherent trade-offs involved in maximiz-
ing the use of available capacity, versus ensuring individual
users receive their fair share according to what they are will-
ing to pay. Even after the charging schedules are decided
in our approach, there is remaining capacity available for
further charging of some vehicles. How this should be allo-
cated (if at all) remains an open question that depends
on the needs and priorities that arise in the system under
consideration.

It could, for example, be possible to allocate remaining
capacity in such a way that all available network capacity
is maximally utilized – as part of a two-stage optimization,
in which stage one ensures fairness, and stage two ensures
maximal use of resources. This could mean however that
two players having the same preference could receive vastly
different charging rates – a situation that could lead to cus-
tomer dissatisfaction in the real world. We intend to explore
alternative solutions in future work.

VII. CONCLUSION

A market-based direct mechanism for electric vehicle
demand response was proposed that allows for individual user
preferences to be applied. The mechanism is built on top of an
existing optimal charging solution that takes into account the
constraints in the distribution network. These constraints have
important impacts on users’ access to the available charging
power, since some locations in the network will have a much
stronger impact on network stability than others. To allow all
users fair access to the market, “fairness constraints” are intro-
duced that ensure that any two users submitting the same bid
will also be allocated the same share of the resource. However,
the fairness constraints significantly reduce the total through-
put (i.e., the total energy supplied to the vehicles) that can be
achieved.

The mechanism is shown to be efficient and strategy-proof,
so it follows that users in this mechanism can not cheat the sys-
tem by misrepresenting their preferences; the cost for each user
accurately reflects that user’s true preference. It has therefore
been shown that individual user preferences can be incorpo-
rated into demand response for electric vehicles while still
taking network constraints into account. This is of great value
to demand response aggregators who may wish to offer differ-
ent tiers of service to their users, while still ensuring that there
are no negative impacts from EV charging on the underlying
networks.

In future work we intend to examine further some of
the issues around fairness, explore multi-stage auctions, and
evaluate how distributed generation may affect these results.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors are grateful to the anonymous reviewers of this
paper for their valuable comments and suggestions.



836 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SMART GRID, VOL. 7, NO. 2, MARCH 2016

REFERENCES

[1] J. A. P. Lopes, F. J. Soares, and P. M. R. Almeida, “Integration of
electric vehicles in the electric power system,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 99,
no. 1, pp. 168–183, Jan. 2011.

[2] P. Richardson, D. Flynn, and A. Keane, “Optimal charging of electric
vehicles in low-voltage distribution systems,” IEEE Trans. Power Syst.,
vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 268–279, Feb. 2012.

[3] M. A. S. Masoum, P. S. Moses, and S. Hajforoosh, “Distribution trans-
former stress in smart grid with coordinated charging of plug-in electric
vehicles,” in Proc. IEEE Power Energy Soc. Conf. Innov. Smart Grid
Technol. (ISGT), Washington, DC, USA, Jan. 2012, pp. 1–8.

[4] J. de Hoog et al., “The importance of spatial distribution when analysing
the impact of electric vehicles on voltage stability in distribution
networks,” Energy Syst., vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 63–84, 2014.

[5] Z. Liu, F. Wen, and G. Ledwich, “Optimal planning of electric-vehicle
charging stations in distribution systems,” IEEE Trans. Power Del.,
vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 102–110, Jan. 2013.

[6] P. Paevere et al., (Aug. 2012). Spatial Modelling of Electric Vehicle
Charging Demand and Impacts on Peak Household Electrical Load in
Victoria, Australia, CSIRO Research Publications Repository. [Online].
Available: https://publications.csiro.au/

[7] K. Clement-Nyns, E. Haesen, and J. Driesen, “The impact of charging
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles on a residential distribution grid,” IEEE
Trans. Power Syst., vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 371–380, Feb. 2010.

[8] E. Sortomme, M. M. Hindi, S. D. J. MacPherson, and S. S. Venkata,
“Coordinated charging of plug-in hybrid electric vehicles to minimize
distribution system losses,” IEEE Trans. Smart Grid, vol. 2, no. 1,
pp. 198–205, Mar. 2011.

[9] J. de Hoog, T. Alpcan, M. Brazil, D. A. Thomas, and I. Mareels,
“Optimal charging of electric vehicles taking distribution network
constraints into account,” IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 30, no. 1,
pp. 365–375, Jan. 2015.

[10] C. Wu, H. Akhavan-Hejazi, H. Mohsenian-Rad, and J. Huang,
“PEV-based P-Q control in line distribution networks with high require-
ment for reactive power compensation,” in Proc. IEEE PES Innov. Smart
Grid Technol. Conf. (ISGT), Washington, DC, USA, Feb. 2014, pp. 1–5.

[11] A. Al-Awami and E. Sortomme, “Electric vehicle charging modulation
using voltage feedback control,” in Proc. IEEE Power Energy Soc. Gen.
Meeting (PES), Vancouver, BC, Canada, Jul. 2013, pp. 1–5.

[12] L. Xia et al., “Electric vehicle charging: A noncooperative game
using local measurements,” in Proc. IFAC World Congr., Cape
Town, South Africa, Aug. 2014, pp. 5426–5431. [Online]. Available:
http://www.ifac-papersonline.net/Detailed/66953.html

[13] Z. Ma, D. Callaway, and I. Hiskens, “Decentralized charging control for
large populations of plug-in electric vehicles: Application of the Nash
certainty equivalence principle,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Control Appl.
(CCA), Yokohama, Japan, Sep. 2010, pp. 191–195.

[14] S. Bashash and H. K. Fathy, “Robust demand-side plug-in electric vehi-
cle load control for renewable energy management,” in Proc. Amer.
Control Conf. (ACC), San Francisco, CA, USA, Jun. 2011, pp. 929–934.

[15] S. Stüdli, E. Crisostomi, R. Middleton, and R. Shorten, “A flexible
distributed framework for realising electric and plug-in hybrid vehicle
charging policies,” Int. J. Control, vol. 85, no. 8, pp. 1130–1145, 2012.

[16] V. S. K. M. Balijepalli, V. Pradhan, S. A. Khaparde, and R. M. Shereef,
“Review of demand response under smart grid paradigm,” in Proc.
IEEE PES Innov. Smart Grid Technol.—India, Kollam, India, 2011,
pp. 236–243.

[17] P. Palensky and D. Dietrich, “Demand side management: Demand
response, intelligent energy systems, and smart loads,” IEEE Trans. Ind.
Informat., vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 381–388, Aug. 2011.

[18] L. Chen, N. Li, S. H. Low, and J. C. Doyle, “Two market models for
demand response in power networks,” in Proc. 1st IEEE Int. Conf. Smart
Grid Commun. (SmartGridComm), Gaithersburg, MD, USA, Oct. 2010,
pp. 397–402.

[19] A. Papavasiliou, H. Hindi, and D. Greene, “Market-based control mech-
anisms for electric power demand response,” in Proc. IEEE Conf. Decis.
Control (CDC), Atlanta, GA, USA, 2010, pp. 1891–1898.

[20] P. Samadi, R. Schober, and V. W. S. Wong, “Optimal energy consump-
tion scheduling using mechanism design for the future smart grid,”
in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Smart Grid Commun. (SmartGridComm),
Brussels, Belgium, Oct. 2011, pp. 369–374.

[21] J. Cao, B. Yang, C. Chen, and X. Guan, “Optimal demand response
using mechanism design in the smart grid,” in Proc. 31st Chin. Control
Conf. (CCC), Hefei, China, Jul. 2012, pp. 2520–2525.

[22] E. H. Gerding et al., “Online mechanism design for electric vehicle
charging,” in Proc. 10th Int. Joint Conf. Auton. Agents Multi-Agent Syst.
(AAMAS), Taipei, Taiwan, May 2011, pp. 1–8.

[23] V. Robu et al., “An online mechanism for multi-unit demand and its
application to plug-in hybrid electric vehicle charging,” J. Artif. Intell.
Res., vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 175–230, 2013.

[24] Z. Angelovski and K. Handberg, “Demand management of electric
vehicle charging using Victoria’s Smart Grid,” DiUS Comput., Tech.
Rep., 2013. [Online]. Availabel: http://percepscion.com/wp-content/
uploads/sites/3/2014/01/Demand-management-of-EV-charging-using-
Victorias-Smart-Grid_May-2013.pdf

[25] (2012). Electric Vehicle and Plug In Hybrid Electric Vehicle
Conductive Charge Coupler, SAE J1772. [Online]. Available:
http://standards.sae.org/j1772_201001/

[26] N. Nisan, T. Roughgarden, E. Tardos, and V. Vazirani, Algorithmic Game
Theory, N. Nisan, Ed. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2007.

[27] D. Fudenberg and J. Tirole, Game Theory. Cambridge, MA, USA:
MIT Press, 1991.

Julian de Hoog is a Research Staff Member
with IBM Research—Australia, and an Honorary
Research Fellow with the University of Melbourne.
His research focusses on control strategies and tech-
nical impacts of electric vehicles, energy storage
systems, and renewable generation.

Tansu Alpcan is a Senior Lecturer with the
University of Melbourne. His main research interests
are in energy systems, distributed decision making,
and game theory and control.

Marcus Brazil is an Associate Professor and a
Reader with the University of Melbourne. His main
research interests are in optimal network design with
applications to telecommunications, wireless sen-
sor networks, very large scale integration physical
design, underground mining, and infrastructure for
electric vehicles.

Doreen Anne Thomas is a Professor with the
University of Melbourne. Her research interests are
in network optimization with applications in energy
systems, telecommunications, very large scale inte-
gration design, and access to networks in under-
ground mines. She is a Fellow of the Australian
Academy of Technological Sciences.

Iven Mareels is currently the Dean of the School of
Engineering, University of Melbourne. His research
interests are in large scale systems theory, both
engineered systems such as water or electricity dis-
tribution networks and natural systems such as the
brain.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /HelveticaBolditalic-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Recommended"  settings for PDF Specification 4.01)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


